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Introduction
A negative view that is often directed towards immigrants is that they are more heavily dependent on welfare payments than natives. Evidence on this issue is not entirely clear cut, with mixed results produced by studies from a range of countries.
Many of these have found that immigrants are more likely to receive welfare payments including Borjas and Hilton (1996) for the US, Lofstram and Hansen (2003) for Sweden and Blume and Verner (2007) for Denmark. In contrast, studies such as Baker and Benjamin (1995) for Canada and Gustmann and Steinmeier (2000) for US males have found the reverse. Conflicting results have also been obtained on the issue of whether immigrants assimilate into or out of welfare dependence. 1 The current paper uses data from the UK to compare immigrants and natives in terms of their participation within the welfare system in general, as well as examining the specific type of benefits that they receive. The UK provides a good case study with which to undertake such an analysis since it has experienced a large increase in immigration in Despite the recent increase in migration to the UK, there does not currently exist much evidence on welfare participation by immigrants in the UK. One exception is Barrett and McCarthy (2008) who, after reviewing evidence on welfare receipt by 1 See Pekkala Kerr and Kerr (2009) for a discussion of such studies.
2 immigrants in other countries, use the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) to examine differences in the receipt of benefits between immigrants and natives. Their main conclusion is that immigrants are less likely to receive welfare payments but given the nature of the BHPS sample they only have a relatively small number of immigrants, which includes a relatively high proportion from Ireland. There are also a few other studies that attempt to estimate the fiscal impact of immigration to the UK. These include Gott and Johnston (2002) and Dustmann et al. (2009) . Both of these studies use the Labour Force Survey (LFS) to examine differences in welfare claims between immigrants and natives since the LFS provides the most extensive continuous source of information on the socio-economic circumstances of migrants in the UK. This is also the main data source to be examined in this paper but it is used in a slightly different manner to the previously mentioned studies as the focus here is on the incidence of welfare claims by immigrants and what determines these rather than on attempting to estimate the net fiscal contribution of immigrants.
The present paper is structured as follows. The next section describes recent changes in immigration to the UK, focusing particularly on the period since EU enlargement in 2004. This is followed by a discussion of the main welfare schemes that are currently in place in the UK. Section 4 contains some background statistics on welfare participation by immigrants and also describes the data used in the econometric analysis, which appears in Section 5. The final section contains some concluding comments.
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Recent Trends in Immigration to the UK
The recent rise in immigration to the UK has been fairly well documented, particularly in relation to the flows that followed the accession of the new EU member states from Central and Eastern Europe, who joined the EU in May 2004 (henceforth known as the EUA8. 2 In addition, the UK has received, and continues to receive, large flows of immigrants from parts of its former empire, especially from India, Pakistan and Bangladesh, as well as previously from the Caribbean. Table 1 War (Drinkwater et al., 2009) .
The extent of the recent migration flows from Eastern Europe can be seen from Figure 1 . These data are taken from the National Insurance Numbers (NINos) issued to overseas nationals, which have been collected by the Department of Work and Pensions. This is generally recognised as the most reliable source of information on recent migrant flows to the UK. The reason for this is that all new entrants wishing to work in the UK or to claim benefits require a NI number. In contrast to the Workers Registration Scheme (WRS), which has also been used to document the rise in migration from the EUA8 to the UK (Blanchflower and Lawton, 2009; Lemos and Portes, 2008) , the NINo data represents a more complete record of entrants as it covers the self-employed plus a fairly high proportion of EUA8 migrant workers have not actually registered on the WRS (Clark and Drinkwater, 2008) . However, the NINo data do have some problems of its own including that overseas nationals can apply for a NI number in their home countries even if they do not actually move to the UK and it does not provide information on how long those entering the UK stay for. (Clark and Drinkwater, 2008) . (Clark and Drinkwater, 2009 ).
The UK Benefits and Tax Credits System
In common with many other advanced economies, the benefits system in the UK is quite complex and has changed substantially over recent decades. 4 Cappellari and
Jenkins (2009) 4 The UK government has recently announced plans to simplify the benefit system by replacing the fairly large number of existing work-related benefits with a single universal credit. This could mean that claimants moving into work keep more of their income than they currently do but may lose benefits if they refuse a job. The government has argued that the current system is extremely complex and expensive to administer. the percentage receiving social assistance benefits fell from almost 15% in 1993 to less than 10% in 2005. This decline can not only be explained by the introduction of the tax credit system, which made work more attractive but also because of the tighter job search requirements introduced by the JSA system, which shifted individuals off unemployment benefits (Manning, 2009 ). Migrant workers living in the UK should be entitled to receive Working Tax Credits (WTC) unless they are subject to immigration control.
Other types of benefits include those at different ends of the age spectrum.
Older people may be entitled to receive the State Pension and Pension Credit to top up their income but these are not so important for immigrants given their younger age profile. On the other hand, Child Benefit is a tax-free payment which is generally available to immigrants, amounting to £18.80 per week for the eldest child and £12.55 a week for other children in 2008-9. 7 Many migrant workers with children should also be entitled to receive Child Tax Credit (CTC), in addition to WTC. CTC is a meanstested allowance for parents and carers of young people who are still in full-time education.
Background Statistics on Welfare Participation by Immigrants in the UK
As discussed in Section 2, the UK experienced huge migration flows from the EUA8 in the immediate aftermath of EU enlargement. There had been fears that by allowing migrants from the new member states to move to the UK more or less without restriction then there would be large numbers moving to claim welfare benefits rather than to work. Therefore a condition imposed by the UK government on EUA8 migrants was that they had to be resident for a year prior to claiming benefits. In addition, workers were meant to register on the WRS within a month of taking up employment in the UK up until May 2009, although as mentioned previously a fairly high percentage of migrant workers from the EUA8 did not do so. The UK government (through the Home Office, and more recently the UK Border Agency) also began publishing an Accession Monitoring Report in 2004 to track employment statistics, benefit applications and characteristics of EUA8 nationals entering the UK.
7 A discussion of the Child Benefit claims made by EUA8 migrants follows later in the paper.
Information in this report was mainly taken from the WRS database, although it stopped being published after March 2009. Table 5 indicates that welfare participation by EUA8 nationals has been low. In total, 42,576 applications for income related benefits were made in the five years following enlargement, with only around a quarter of these allowed to proceed. Data from the final Accession Monitoring Report does however point to the impact of recession since applications for IS and JSA from EUA8 nationals increased from 3,007 in the first quarter of 2008 to 6,732 in the corresponding quarter of 2009.
Of these applications, 1,797 were allowed to proceed in the later period, compared to 918 in the previous period. In contrast, much larger numbers of applications were made for child benefit and tax credits. Over 200,000 applications for the former and 100,000 applications for the latter were made over this period, with the majority of applications for each of these claim types approved. In contrast to the data on child benefit applications, WRS data appears to indicate that relatively few EUA8 migrants have brought children with them to the UK. According to these data, only around 
There is no information on migrants from other countries in the Accession
Monitoring Report so data from other sources needs to be examined to obtain an overall picture of welfare participation by immigrants in the UK, including a comparison with the UK born. This is achieved here by examining several waves of LFS data, which is the main regular source of information on the UK labour market.
In particular, the LFS contains details on over 50,000 households in each quarter.
Households remain in the survey for five waves but only those in their first wave of interviews are included in the subsequent analysis to avoid double counting. Wave 1 interviews also take place in person rather than over the telephone and achieve higher response rates than other waves, either because of sample attrition or for immigrants who only stay in the UK for a short time. Wave 1 information is pooled from the first quarter of 2004 until the fourth quarter of 2009. The sample is also restricted to those aged between 18 and 59. 8 The sample also excludes immigrants interviewed in the same year that they entered the UK because of the restrictions on the ability of EUA8 migrants to claim benefits in the year they arrive in the UK.
Given its relatively large sample size, the LFS has been used fairly widely to analyse how immigrants have performed in the UK labour market (Drinkwater et al., 2009; Dustmann and Fabbri, 2005; Wheatley Price, 2001 ). Moreover, the LFS contains detailed information on immigrants country of birth and time of arrival in the UK. The LFS questionnaire also asks respondents to give details on a wide range of their socio-economic circumstances, some of which can be used as control variables in econometric analysis. As a result of the advantages provided by the LFS, this is the data source that will be used in the remainder of the paper. However, it should also be noted that the LFS is likely to under-sample immigrants, especially those moving for only a short period of time, because it generally excludes individuals living in communal establishments and those who have been resident in their household for under 6 months. Furthermore, given that the population weights used in the LFS take 8 The sample of BHPS data used by Cappellari and Jenkins (2009) is based on individuals aged between 25 and 59. They impose an upper age limit because the retirement age for females is 60 in the UK and a lower age limit because of the complications associated with education and training. However, given that around 40% of recent immigrants are aged between 18 and 24, the lower cut-off age applied here is 18. However, all full-time students are excluded from the subsequent analysis.
no account of country of birth, the tables presented in the remainder of the paper are based on unweighted data. indicating that they claim a certain type of benefit are then asked to be more specific on the type they have claimed for such as whether the IS claim relates to being a sick person, a pensioner, a lone parent or for some other reason. In contrast to other datasets, such as the BHPS, the LFS asks respondents about the claiming of benefits rather than whether they receive them.
Although the LFS has not been extensively used to examine welfare participation by immigrants, a couple of studies have used the questions on whether benefits and tax credits are claimed in order to estimate the fiscal impact of immigration for the UK. Using the LFS for 1999, Gott and Johnson (2002) report that immigrants as a whole are more likely to claim social benefits in comparison to natives, apart from age related ones such as sickness or disability benefits and the state pension. The differences they show are not that large though, with the largest variation seen in terms of child benefit claims, which were made by around 19% of immigrants and 16% of natives aged between 16 and 69. Dustmann et al. (2009) analyse differences in benefits or tax credit claims between EUA8 migrants and 9 Unemployment benefits include both income-and contribution based JSA. Prior to undertaking any econometric analysis in this paper, it is interesting to observe how claimancy rates vary by types of benefits between different immigrant groups, and also in comparison to the UK born. This is particularly useful since the above mentioned studies using the LFS focus on either immigrants as a whole or a specific group of migrants. Dustmann et al. (2009) only examine benefit claims as a whole, whilst Tax Credits were not captured in the data analysed by Gott and Johnson (2002) . The percentage in each group claiming different types of benefits is reported for males and females in Australian migrants having the lowest rates. The relatively low proportion of EUA8 migrants claiming benefits is particularly interesting and is obviously related to their high employment rates, as highlighted in Table 4 . However, it should also be noted that many recent EUA8 migrants to the UK, especially Poles, possess only limited
English language skills and partly as a result have found only low paid work (Drinkwater et al., 2009) . In spite of this, their rates of claiming benefits remain low and this will be further investigated using econometric analysis in the next section, focusing particularly on the role of socio-economic characteristics. Unfortunately, the LFS does not collect systematic information on English language ability but ad hoc questions which appear in occasional quarters confirm the relative lack of such skills possessed by a fairly high proportion on EUA8 migrants (Clark and Drinkwater, 2008 ).
Turning to the types of benefits claimed, the patterns are similar to the combined figures for males and females reported by Gott and Johnson (2002) for all immigrants compared to the UK born. This is in spite of the large changes in UK immigration 10 See Table A1 in the Appendix for means of some key variables in the sample. This indicates that EUA8 and Australasian migrants are youngest on average. Both of these groups also have relatively levels of education.
15 seen since 1999. In comparison to the statistics presented by Gott and Johnson (2002) , Immigrant males are more likely to claim child benefit than natives, especially
Asians. This may be because of cultural reasons where males from certain groups register for such benefits. On the other hand, native females are most likely to claim child benefits. Finally, the patterns observed for other employment benefits are preserved for sickness and housing benefit in that EUA8 and Australasian migrants are least likely to claim such benefits.
Econometric Analysis of Benefit and Tax Credit Claims by Immigrants
In order to take account of the influence of potentially important socio-economic characteristics in determining differences in benefit claims between immigrants and 16 natives, a series of probit models have been estimated. The first set of models use the whole sample, and are estimated separately by gender. These models include a dummy variable for each immigrant group, measured relative to the UK born. Table 7 contains some selected estimates from the probit equations by reporting marginal effects and the corresponding significance levels for the immigrant group dummies.
Models have been estimated for all of the types of benefits and tax credits reported in Table 6 , as well as for the overall measure of any benefit claim. The specifications of the probit models are similar to those adopted by Barrett and McCarthy (2008) and On viewing Table 7 it can be seen that some of the broad patterns reported in Table 6 in terms of the participation by immigrant groups in the welfare system are preserved after controlling for differences in personal characteristics. For example, immigrant males are more likely to claim any benefits than natives but that this picture is reversed for all female immigrant groups, with the exception of those born in Africa. For males, however, taking account of characteristics does have an impact on the relative probability of claiming benefits for some of the immigrant groups. This is most noticeable for EUA8 migrants, who are 4 percentage points more likely to claim benefits than the UK born according to the probit estimates compared to the 5 percentage points lower benefit claimancy rate in the raw statistics. Closer inspection of these differences reveals that this is almost entirely due to the impact of the higher levels of education possessed by EUA8 migrants in comparison to natives, and to a lesser extent their younger age profile. More specifically, removing these controls from the equation would imply that EUA8 migrants would be 4 percentage points less likely to claim benefits than natives, which is close to the difference observed in the raw statistics. 11 Controlling for socio-economic characteristics also means that EU14 migrants are more likely to claim benefits than natives, whilst the only male groups who are less likely to claim are those born in Australasia and the Americas. The large difference in the rates of claiming benefits between native and EUA8 females observed in Table 6 is reduced in the probit estimates but not to such a great extent. percentage points more likely to make such claims compared to natives.
Otherwise, Table 7 reports rather mixed results in terms of claiming different types of benefits. One consistent finding is that females from all immigrant groups are significantly less likely than native females to claim child benefit. This may be due to there being more of a tradition amongst UK born females in making this type of claim in comparison to females from abroad, where the male in the household may be more likely to lodge the claim. This is possible given that Table A1 does not reveal very large differences between males and females in terms of the distribution of dependent children. Similarly, immigrant females, apart from those from the EUA8, are significantly less likely to claim tax credits than their native born counterparts.
Finally, Other Europeans have high levels of IS and housing/council tax benefit claims, both for males and females.
Given the differences in the types of benefits claimed by the migrant groups, The full results from the pooled model used to estimate the probability of receiving social assistance benefits are reported in Table A2 in the Appendix. Some of more noteworthy observations include the sharp increase in social assistance benefit claims in 2009 (the base category), which clearly demonstrates the influence of recession in this year. This is particularly noticeable for males since the percentage claiming social assistance benefits was 5 percentage points higher than it had been in the previous five years, a period over which the unemployment rate had been very stable. Social assistance benefit claims vary by region, with the highest rates witnessed in the North East (the base category) for males and in London for females and the lowest rates in the South East and Eastern regions. Again these findings mirror the corresponding unemployment rates. Higher levels of education reduce the 20 probability of claiming social assistance benefits, especially for females, and ethnic minority individuals are around 5 percentage points more likely than whites to make such claims. Large marginal effects are reported on the married dummy for both males and females. This is partly because controls for dependent children have been included and when this effect is taken into account it is found that married people are far less likely to claim social assistance benefits.
Separate estimates are reported for social assistance benefit claims for each immigrant group, apart from Australasians, by gender in Table 8 . The reason why the estimates for Australasian migrants have not been included in the table is because this group has the smallest sample size and also the lowest incidence of claiming social assistance benefits. These two effects combine to produce extremely small and insignificant marginal effects, which require little comment. The specifications are similar to those estimated in the pooled model apart from for each migrant group, additional controls have been added for years since migration and its square to capture possible assimilation effects.
The table indicates that higher levels of education are associated with a lower incidence of claiming social assistance benefits for virtually every group. The effect of education is also greater for most migrant groups for females than it is for males and is highest of all for females from other parts of Europe. Females with low and medium levels of education from these countries are respectively 21 and 11
percentage points more likely to claim social assistance benefits in comparison to highly educated females. The impact of education is smallest for EUA8 migrants. In particular, compared to individuals with high levels of education, the difference between those with low levels of education is only significant at the 10% level and there are no significant differences for those with medium levels of education for both 21 males and females. These findings may be explained by the fact that recent EUA8 migrants in general have very high employment rates, as shown in Table 4 , as well as a large percentage with high levels of education, as measured by the age the individual left full-time education, which can be seen from Table A1 .
Age has a varying effect on social assistance benefit claims for different groups. For some, such as EUA8 males, the influence of age is initially decreasing and then increasing. In contrast, for Asian males social assistance benefit claims are initially increasing in age before age begins to have a decreasing impact. Whilst for African males, age has a positive and increasing impact on the probability of claiming social assistance benefits. Age has a similarly mixed effect for the female immigrant groups, with even different patterns and significance levels compared to the results shown for males. In terms of the other influence entered as a quadratic, social assistance benefit claims initially increase with years since migration but at a decreasing rate. This is true for all groups, except for Asian males, although there is some variation in the impact of years since migration. For males, the marginal effect of years since migration is greatest for EUA8 migrants. However, EUA8 migrants have very different arrival patterns compared to other migrant groups since the vast majority have entered the UK following enlargement in 2004. This can be verified with reference to Table A1 since mean years since migration are by far the lowest for EUA8 migrants, with males having been in the UK for less than 4 years on average compared to the next lowest average of around 15 years for Australasians. As a result, the turning point for years since migration for EUA8 males is 11 years in the UK, which is far less than it is for EU14 (25 years) and American (27 years) migrants but greater than it is for either Other European or African migrants. This pattern is also replicated for females.
Dependent children increase social assistance benefit claims for the majority of migrant groups, especially for females, although the marginal effects are not always significant. The impact of dependent children is largest for African females. The influence of dependent children is weakest for females born in the EUA8, for whom individuals living in households with no dependent children are not significantly different from those where there are 3 or more. As noted in the discussion of Table   A2 , the effect of being married is strongly negative once dependent children are taken into account, although EUA8 migrants are again the exception to this. Nonwhites are more likely to claim social assistance benefits for nearly all groups. However, the marginal effects are not always significant because of either a high proportion on ethnic minorities (for Asians) or a low proportion (for EUA8 and Other Europeans).
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Sample variation is also likely to explain the positive impact attached to this dummy variable for EUA8 males, which is the only group where a negative effect is not observed. Thus the findings on the impact of ethnicity on social assistance benefit claims indicate that non-white migrants are dis-proproportionally more likely to claim welfare benefits, and that an element of discrimination cannot be ruled out given the consistent findings across the groups.
As mentioned previously, the LFS does not routinely collect information on English language ability, which is unfortunate given the importance of this attribute for many immigrant outcomes. However, a limited range of questions related to the English language were asked in the third quarter of 2009. The first question of relevance is the first language spoken at home and if the response to this question was other than English then the respondent was also asked whether they had experienced language difficulties in finding or keeping a job. The relatively small sample of immigrants answering these questions prevents any detailed econometric investigation, but basic analysis of these questions in relation to social assistance claims reveals some interesting findings. In particular, only around 8% of immigrants who spoke English as a first language at home claimed social assistance benefits, whereas this was over 5 percentage points higher for those mainly speaking another language at home. Furthermore, amongst this latter category of immigrants, the incidence of social assistance claims was again more than 5 percentage points higher for those who had experienced a language difficulty in finding or keeping a job compared to those who had experienced no such difficulty.
Conclusion
Possibly the main conclusion of the paper is that for the UK at least, it is very difficult to generalise on the issue of welfare participation by immigrants. This is because social welfare claims vary considerably by immigrant group as well as by the types of benefits that are claimed. Australasian and EUA8 migrants are the least likely to claim welfare benefits but this is to some extent explained by the characteristics of individuals from these groups, especially for those from accession countries. EUA8 migrants also differ from the other groups in the sense that they typically stay in the UK on a short term basis. As a result, the majority of EUA8 migrants have only been in the UK for a relatively short time and many of those with the most irregular migration patterns are unlikely to participate in the UK benefits system at all.
However, EUA8 migrants, especially males, are far more likely to claim child benefit and tax credits, even if their children do not actually reside with them in the UK. In contrast, much higher rates of welfare benefit claims are made by other groups, especially migrants from Asia and other parts of Europe. The cultural explanations discussed in previous research may account for some of this, especially for the former group (Clark and Drinkwater, 2009 ), but further investigation of other findings such as the high levels of social assistance benefit claims by the latter group is also required.
Neither is the relationship between immigrants and welfare participation a static one. In particular, the UK welfare state will certainly be heavily affected by the recent recession and the subsequent impact this had on government finances. This can be seen by the higher social assistance benefit claims in comparison to previous years observed in 2009 in both the overall LFS data and in the administrative records for EUA8 migrants. However, it is unclear how the relative levels of welfare participation by immigrants in the coming years. It is likely that migration flows from some countries, such as the EUA8, will further slow and even reverse quite substantially if the UK labour market remains sluggish, although not all migrants who have difficulty in finding work will return to their home countries. Moreover, given the current pressures on government finances and the desire to reduce debt levels, it could be that access to the welfare state will be further restricted for some groups, including for immigrants. With regards to recent policy changes, it is also too soon to detect the impact of the points-based system of immigration, which was introduced in the UK in
2008. The selection of migrants from outside of the EU on the basis of certain characteristics might also generate a change in the relative rankings of immigrant groups in terms of their propensity to claim welfare benefits. On the other hand, this may be counter-balanced by a further tightening of UK immigration policy, which is likely given the future introduction of quotas for migrants from non-EU countries.
In terms of other policy implications, then it has been found that investments in human capital are strongly associated with lower levels of benefit claims. The 25 econometric estimates reveal that those with lower levels of education are far more likely to claim social assistance benefits amongst all migrant groups, although the educational differences are smallest for EUA8 migrants. Furthermore, the limited analysis that has been undertaken with respect to language indicates that much higher levels of social assistance claims are observed for migrants with weaker English language skills. These findings suggest that government policies to enhance human capital formation amongst migrants should reduce the dependency on social assistance benefits. The effectiveness of such policies should also be enhanced by the recent introduction of a points-based system for non-EU migrants, which seeks to skew immigration from outside of the EU towards more highly skilled individuals. Notes: Relates to men aged 16 to 64 and females aged 16 to 59. Series shown is taken from the third quarter (July to September) of each year and is not seasonally adjusted. 
